claims that the protected activity in which he engaged consisted of having
made safety complaints to MSHA and that because of that activity protected
by the Act, respondent retaliated against Haro. The facts do not bear out
this contention.

According to the testimony of Haro he was in disagreement as to the
manner in which the respondent required him to fill out safety slips. On
May 19, 1979, Haro marked "no" to question No. 1 which stated "Check
entrance to place of work?" Because he disagreed with respondent's
interpretation as to the location of his "place of work." Although Haro
may have believed that the splinters on the shower room benches were a
danger or health or safety violation, the point he raised was that he was
coerced into filling out the safety slips to show that the entrance to
"place of work" was the immediate work place of the miner, whereas Haro
believed it to be the entrance to the mine property where he was first
subject to orders by a supervisor. Thus, there was no protected activity
involved in this occurrence,

On August 16, 1979, when Haro again marked "no" to question No. 1 on
the safety slip there was no showing by Haro that he was complaining of an
alleged danger or safety or health violation.  Haro testified that his
entrance to his work place was unsafe because respondent would not allow
Haro to apply his craft as a journeyman mechanic with respect to the
welding of concrete pots.

At the request of Haro an MSHA inspector inspected the overhead crane
in the car shop on July 24, 1979.  As a result of that inspection, the
crane was taken out of service due to certain deficiencies.  A supervisor
"disabled" the crane so that it could not be operated.  He had the crane
moved to the end of the building, parked, and unhooked it from its air
supply, and the controlling mechanism was "tagged".  The crane was not put
back into operation until February 25, 1981, according to Haro's
testimony.  Although the evidence was unclear as to what the alleged danger
consisted of, Haro's action in calling MSHA was protected activity.
However, there is no inference from the evidence that the suspension of
Haro on August 24, 1979, or the reprimand on November 16, 1979, was
motivated in any part by that protected activity.

On August 16, 1979, Haro marked "no" to question No. 2 on the safety
slip.  The question was "Are equipment and working area in good order?"
Haro testified that he had been marking "no" to that question because he
waa unable to obtain an answer from management as to when the overhead
crane would be repaired.  This complaint was not activity protected by the
Act.  Since the crane had already been "tagged out" of service for ap-
proximately a month, its presence could hardly be called a possible danger
or safety or health violation.

On the same date, August 16, 1979, there was no protected activity in
regard to Haro's answering question No. 3 "no", that the work assignment
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